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To: <yose_planning@nps.gov>
ce;
Subject: Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS

September 10, 2004
RE:Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS

Concerning the Merced Wild and Scenic River Revised Comprehensive Management
Plan and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS):

Reassessing the river boundary in the El Portal Administrative Site, and
Establishing a user capacity for the entire length of the Merced river
corridor; )

Our hope is a very general one: We hope that this important, scenic natural
treasure will receive the highest protection possible so that the river and
surrounding area will, indeed, be wild and free--free from the intrusion of
human development as much as possible:

Thank you!

Long Beach, CA

WYL
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To: yose_planning@nps.gov

Dear Park Planning Staff;

place over the years. I COMPLETELY support the Friends of
Yosemite Valley and ALL of their comments and suggestions
as listed below.

Sincerely,

1) PRIORITY OF WSRA: A river is designated Wild and Scenic based on
specifie outstanding values which are known as the "outstandingly
remarkable values" (ORVs) of the River. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
{WSRA) requires protection and enhancement of these identified values of
the River for which it was designated Wild and Scenic. Tt does NOT allow
for uses which degrade the ORVs, R o

The Act places primary emphasis on protecting tﬁe'rivérfs esthetic,

scenic, historie, archaeologic, and scientific features:

2) BASE RIVER PLAN ON ORVs: The Merced Rives Plan must be BASED on
rrotecting ang enhancing the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs} of

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA) mandates that the Rivers Values not
only be PROTECTED, but also ENEANCED! If this plan once again fails to
truly protect the River's values, the plan will again be a failure.

Start the planning process with identifying where each ORVs occurs (eg
net merely where an animal nests, but its range and the plants, other
animals, river Processes, and so on upon which it relies and with which
it interacts), what it is affected by (eg River backwaters, tributaries,
other animals, plants, noise, proximity to lodging, night-lights), what
it effects, and so on, and build the plan from that essential picture
and platform. : : o .

wdy o



sign up over the table at which they meet stating, “IT'S THE ORVs™,

3} SCOPE OF SCOPING AND INTERRELATIONSHIP OF USER CAPACITY TO "ZONING"
AND OTHER MANAGEMENT ELEMENTS :

NP5 is improperly attempting to limit the scope of scoping comments by
stating in their scoping period announcements that they will not revisit
River Plan management elements othar than user capacity and EY Portal
District boundaries. ' : B

* The Appeals Court ruled, "While we remanded to 'the district court %o
enter an appropriate order Tequiring the [National Park Service] %o

remedy these deficiencies [user capacity and El Portal area boundaries]
in the CMp [Merced River Plan] in a timely manner, ' id, At 803, we dig

Merced River.

* Rethinking the River Protection Overlay; the invalid plan's "zoning.
program;" and the Section 7 determination brocess, as presented in the
old Merced River Plan, is critical to upholding a protective user. _
capacity. Other management methods than the two former, could be more
appropriate and protective, AR SR SR :

* The so-called "River Protection Overlay" does not protect the River.
despite its Orwellian name. It allows for roads, building, maintenance
and"storage areas (such as in Wawona at the South Fork of the'Me:Ced} .
under the rubric of Administrative uses. We need to remind the NPS that-

the full quarter mile of the River Wild and Scenic co:ridd:lis_supposed_

to be protected. . ..

* The'"Zoning" management tool needs to be thrown out, It is not based
on the River's ORVs and it is not protective of the ORVs. If the revised
River Plan still contains the zoning management element, it will not be
based on the ORVs and the plan will once again not be a protective plan.
The Merced River, and its ORVs, is & natieonal treasure, not g grid on a.
planning use map for a city.,. ' S e T :

* The Merced River Plan Shou;d not be used (again} as a tool to allow
development plans. ' o .

*_Detérmihation of user capacity must be built around specific defined

| RECEIVED
SEP 1 3 2004

fem
FoYV has suggested to the River Plan planning team that they put a\f@@EWTE f\ﬁ‘;ﬁm\?ﬁ.i, PARK
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value can be allowed to be degraded, and must be protected and enh
The River plan shoula show specifically for each river value how, where,
and by what means each value (ORV) will be protected and enhanced.

* I want to know about the condition of each River value S0, as a
concerned member of the pPublic, I can take an active role in monitoring
and protecting this public value,

4) EQUITY, CAMPING, "RESTORATION": In 1597, the National Park Service
closed the Rivers and other campgrounds. This removed 40% of the camping
in Yosemite Valley. At the same NP3, they began planning a $441,000,000
construction/pavement/development Project which came to be called the
Yosemite Valley Plan and included scores of new motel buildings for
Yosemite Valley. Meanwhile since 1997 more lodging has continued to be
built in the Yosemite gateway communities. With this increase in nearby
lodging, there is neo valid reason to build Rew uUpscale lodging units in
Yosemite Valley -- but that is what Npg intends, and at taxpayer
expense -- in essence subsidizing the private for-profit moncpoly
Yosemite concession with Our money.

The NPS is now saying that is it going to "restore" the areas where it
removed the campgrounds in 1997, While it is not clear that their plan
(which should not be on the table now and was not allowed to go forward
by the Court until a revised valid River Plap is finished)} will actually
‘be the restoration they claim, as it is in a high~use area they zone as
"Day-Use" in the invalid River Plan. What is sure is that the public

So this claimed "restoration" would be on the back of Yosemite Valley
campers, while ulnecessary upscale resort hotels are build in Yosemite
Valley. This former camping area is the main "restoration® {6% of the
$441,000.00 plan}) part of the Yosemite Valley Plan. Almost all of the
rest of the Yosemite Valley Plan (see the YVP) is for development,

~ construction, concession amenities,'employee_housing to house the
additional employees needed to support this additional infrastructure
and level of services (changing motel room sheets, ice cream parlors, |
ete). And the Valley Plan makes clearg(although the NPS press releases
and public materials give the opposité_impréssion} that’theﬁ$441,000,000
pPlan will bring more miles of asphalt both in Yosemite_vélleyfahd'in:the
rest of Yosemite Park. Pretty sag. However, if the River plan is a truly
protective plan, this would not happen under it. Thig is the litmis test
of the revised River Plan that NPS will put out. . S A

Spectacular natural values on their own terms. 1t allows families to

bring in their own supplies, their food, their bicycles, their rafts,
their children's strollers, etc. They are not dependent op the - '

concessionaire. L S : S

¥y oy

The average family is being more and more shut out of Yosemite as
Yosemite becomes more and more of a resort/Disney style destination.



RECEIVED
SEP 1 3 2004

This is how not only the concessionaire, but also the NPS markets Rmk-S - 1~
Yosemite. This is not ®quitable. Camping is also an impertant YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARI
opportunity for social interaction in Yosemite which builds democracy,

Lodging separates people both physically from social interactions and

stratifies them economically.,

3) THE MARKETING OF YOSEMITE AND USER CAPACITY: While the National park
Service has eliminated any user capacity numbers for Yosemite, it

on Yosemite's resources, Rather than taking home a priceless in-depth
experience of Yosemite's natural values, they rush from Spet to spot to
take quick photos, purchase Souvenirs, and eat, Rather than Yosemite
leaving a lasting impact on them, their impact leaves a lasting
impression on Yosemite, ‘

Naticnal Park Service Press release: "Yosemite National Park Employees
Attend Travel Expo [in China] to Promote Tourism to National Parks"
http://www.yosemitevalley.org/HTML/Articles/Z002_07_01.html

Look at the Lower Yosemite Fall project (if you can stand it). It
controls tourist pedestrian traffic through a maze of split rail fencing
and obtrusive stone walls, Do not deal with impacts by putting up more

stop marketing Yosemite as part of intensive tour packages and stop
working to grow the numbers of tourists (dollars). Is this the kind of
Yosemite experience you want? Separated from nature? Directed around by
fencing? . - - o ' o '

Most people stay on the trails. The occasional family group or group of
friends that ventures off & trail, does not degrade: the values, but the
NPS degrades the values through their massive construction/déstruction
pProjects. The El Portal Road widening, the_unnatural'grading-throughout
the 56 acres braided alluvial braided stream area from the ongoing Lower
Fall project with the overbuilt bridges with 290: footings (inappropriate
according to the NP§ hydrologist in the Freedom of Information Request
info we have) which will prevent natural Processes (degrading the
hydrologic ORV), the overbuilt bus stop in one of the most scenic areas
in the world {degrading the scenic ORV), the overbuile bathroom edifice
built on top of archeclegic sites (degrading the archeologic ORV), and a
monument to disrespect, and on ang on. Tl _
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For Example:

* Curry Employee Dorms and Rockfall Danger: Construction for sleeping
quarters for these "lower level" employees is scheduled to begin soon.
However,less than a year ago and a mere 300' from this construction
area, a dangerous rockfall occurrsd in which rocks and boulders fell
through roofs and damaged 10 inhabited duplex cabins at Curry Village,
in which at least one bperson was almost hit. (documented in an NPS
categorical exclusion for repairs) Perhaps the NPS planners and
administrators who signed off on this plan should sleep on the top floor
of these dorms? At minimum and certainly before any construction and any
more planning resources are put into this project, the Valley Wall above
this arez needs to be thoroughly studied for rockfall potential. And the
27 planned dormitory buildings’' area studied for potential bounce zone.

An NPS official told a Fovv representative at one of the scoping
meetings that aps was surprised by the ricochet effect that took place.
Does NP5 really intend to let employees’ be potentially surprised by
this ricochet effect when they are sleeping? :

* Before any more development is planned or construction commenced in
Yosemite Valley, a rockfall/bounce zone/ blow down map of at least the
Eastern portion of Yosemite Valley needs to be completed and
incorporated into the River Plan for the public to see, Perhaps the
construction of the amphitheater at Glacier Point with its attendant

National Park Service to put blue dye into the Glacier Peint toilets to
see where the sewage water was flowing, the NPS refused to let him do
that study. : - B o

* The Curry Employee Dorm area is also an important area which climbers
use for bouldering, the "Root Canal” boulder is in that area. vet NPs
will'destrOY that opportunity if the Employee Dorms are built there. 5
That area was undisturbed until nps did a preemptive logging well before.
any construction was scheduled to begin. The court injunction stopping

tree cutting was too late for many of the trees logged to make way for

the dorm construction. . ' PR Uy :

* The Yosemite Lodge Plan calls- for new lodges in the River Corridor.

and plans to bulldoze and cut a new road adjacent to the River, rather

than use the existing road which is away from the River. This project -
would destroy River ORVs. For example, it is now an easily:accessible'f
opportunity to enjoy a quiet walk along the river enjoying grazing deer
and squawking Stellar's Jays, . to contemplate the Rivéer's oxbow and

meander and enjoy the water plants in the River's' special backwater in -
that area as well as wonderful solemn views of Sentinel Peak. A road .

with buses driving through it would destroy that area and that

experience. L D B B

_*  The closures of the Upper and Lower Rivers and Group Campgrounds by

NP8 in 1997 was never put out for public comment. This area was . -
Subsequently,“zoned" for "Day Use" in the invalid River Plan; thereby
eliminating 40% of the camping in Yosemite Valley. NPS now improperly -
argues that it is already "zoned" for "Day Use". As a part of the Draft 7
CMP/SEIS, the public should at last have the opportunity to consider and
comment on the use of this area in at least one alternative. o
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*  The Curry Village Redevelopment Plan calls for more upscale lodging
requiring more infrastructure and more employees [(an additional 405

Park-wide) . Who, in turn, Tequire more infrastructure "= all this whep

concessionaire), relocate the 40% of Yosemite Valley campgrounds closed
by NPS in 1997, into those "lodging" areas, changing them into camping
areas. (Protective of the OQRvs of the Merced and beneficia) to public
values and our right to BXPerience the natural valyes of the River.,)

* The E1 Portal Arep Wild ang Scenic River Corridor ig more important
biologically than understoog Years ago. In addition, sope River valyes
Still remain ip El Portal which have been degraded or lost elsewhere
along the River,

* The E1 Portal Road Segment from Pohono Bridge to the 120/149 Highway
split, (known also as, "Segment D"}, saved from being destructively

degraded or destroyed, or the road woulg encroach into the Merced River,
and alsop destroy rare old Canyon Live Oaks growing along the River side
of the Road, Either way, widening the road would not pe bProtective, ang
in fact would be destructive. . S

* The Mérced'River Plan should pot be used again as a tool to allow
development plans.

7} AMEND CONCESSsSION SERVICES PLAN: The Concession Services Plan (C5P)
Was put into place 5 Years after the Merced was designated a Wild ang
Scenic River, However, at that time, 1992, there was no valid legally
mandated Comprehensive Plan for the Merced River, Therefore, the -
Concession Service Plan, along with the General Managemeant Plan which jt
amended, needs to be changed to Specifically ensure protection and
enhancement of the ORVs of the Merced River. SRR : S

In edditioh, the CSP.will be up for.renewal and‘chenge”in 2007. The' -
River Plan is a 20 year plan. nNps should not- lock in the current -

does. This needs to be changed,

For Example:

*
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Merced River (see nps document) from horse and stock feces,
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* The concessionaire rafting (as opposed to families/individy 6 : R‘WER'"gd’[;H
bringing their own raft) may need to be discontinued due to tiﬁ §EQKHEN§JM3NALPARK
impact of multiple rafts entering the river at the same point and the

impact of concession diesel trucks picking up the rafts in places *hat

would otherwise be a quiet experience, such as Sentinel Beach.

ni
excerpts) so the public can know what others are concerned about and
what ideas beople put forward. we want this to be a public dialogue not
2 Oone-way street,.

to be done in Yosemite? Where is the accountablity for the close to
$100, 000, 000 spent by NPS since 1997 (or what is the figure?, the public
would like to know how much and €xactly where it was spent?} The next
time NPS builds yet another building in Yosemite, it could be built by
using those trueck loads of trees logged by NPS in Yosemite and by and
stacking the tons of bPlanning documents generated since 1997 for the
walls and structure, we would not even want to try to list those
documents, .

someone accountable. But we have seen no one held accountable. The more
illegal and overbuild/overblown plans and brojects, the higher in rank
people seem to rise, .

It is a concern that the same head of bPlanning for the River Plan that
was not protective and was declared illegal in the court, is now the
head'of_the planning for the revised plan. A fresh leck at the planning
process and the Management tools is needed to Create a protective plan

from the high Sierra though-YbSemite?Valley( down the Merced River'
Gorge, and through the E1 Portal Administrative District; and the South
Fork which runs from the high Sierra in Yosemite, and out through Wawons.

The ORVs: biologic, scenic, geologic}'scientific, cultural/archeologic, N
recreation, hydrologic bProcesses. The National Park Service has stated-
that by being more general in their descriptions of the ORVs they can -
better protect the ORVs. On the contrary, in the River Plan, NPS needs

to be transparent and specific in their description and discussion of

the ORVs, their locations, interactions with other animals, plants,
brocesses, etc. The public should understand the specifies of the ORVs

in order to be able to help watch and follow and participate in working
towards and monitering their pProtection and enhancement (Except of

why g
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course archeologic sites, Although, it is the NPS itgelf that is MK -S ~1l A~
creating vast amounts of disturbance and degradation of archeoiog‘i}SEMITE NATEONAL PARK
; : ; . a
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To: <yose_planning@nps.gov>
ce!
Subject: Merced River Plan Comments

1) PRIORITY OF WSRA: A river is designated Wild and Scenic based on
specific outstanding values which are known as the "outstandingly
remarkable values" (ORVs) of the River. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(WSRA) requires protection and enhancement of these identified values of
the River for which it was designated Wild and Scenic. It does NOT allow
for uses which degrade the ORVs.

The Act places primary emphasis on protecting the river's esthetic,
scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific features. _

2) BASE RIVER PLAN ON ORVs: The Merced River Plan must be BASED on
protecting and enhancing the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) of

the Merced River. The Merced is a designated Wild and Scenic River. The

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA) mandates that the Rivers Values not

“only be PROTECTED, but also ENHANCED! If this plan once again fails to
truly protect the River's values, the plan will again be a failure. _
Start the planning process with identifying where each ORVs occurs (eg

not merely where an animal nests, but its range and the plaats, other -~
animals, river processes, and so on upon which it relies and with which

it interacts), what it is affected by (eg River backwaters, tributaries, -

‘other animals, plants, noise, proximity to lodging, night-lights), what

it effects, and so on, and build the plan from that essential picture -~
and platform. o TR R R
FoYV has suggested to the River Plan planning team that they put a large
sign up over the table at which they meet stating, "IT'S THE ORVs",

3) SCOPE OF SCOPING AND INTERRELATIONSHIP OF USER CAPACITY TO
AND OTHER MANAGEMENT ELEMENTS: o

NPS is improperly attempting to limit the scope of scoping comments by
stating in their scoping period announcements that they will not revisit

wly g
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River Plan management elements other than user capacity and El Portal p MR~ < - | ! [L
District boundaries. ¥ OSEIdZJTE NATIONAL + .

* The Park Service's determination o user capacity and boundaries in
Portal cannot be made in isolation and then simply inserted into the old
Merced River Plan. Rather, decisions about capacity and boundaries must
be integrated into a new or revised CMP and considered in combination
with other management elements, which may need to be revised, or
revisited to meet the Park Service's duty to protect and enhance ORVs,

For example, the amount of use an area can sustain is linked to how the
resource is to be used.

* The Appeals Court ruled, "While we remanded to 'the district court to
enter an appropriate order requiring the [National Park Service] to
remedy these deficiencies [user capacity and El Portal area boundaries]
in the CMP [Merced River Plan} in a timely marnner,'id. At 803, we did
not 'otherwise uphold the [CMP].' " .

* Scoping is supposed to be taking a fresh look. We invite NPS to join
together with the concerned public to use this opportunity to cut
through the veil of bureaucracy and NPS management's current view of
visitors as "customers," and instead forge this plan around real
protection for the Merced River's Values, Rather than continuing to be
driven by predetermined Yosemite Valley Plan development projects and
inappropriate goals -- such as bringing the amenities and experiences of
suburbia and resorts to Yosemite and the visitor experience, focus on
the purpose of the Wild and Scenic River Act to truly protect Yosemite's
Merced River. = - = . S S

* Rethinking the River Protection Overlay; the invalid plan's "zoning
program;" and the Section 7 determination process, as presented in the

old Merced River Plan, is critical to upholding a protective user =
capacity. Other management methods than the two former, could be more - .
appropriate and protective, = - AR A O

* The so-called "River Protection _OVerIay" does not protect the River
despite its Orwellian name. It allows for roads, building, maintenance
and storage areas (such as in Wawona at the South Fork of the Merced)
under the rubric of Administrative uses. We need to remind the NPS that
the full quarter mile of the River Wild and Scenic corridor is supposed
to be protected. - . _ :

w¥g g

* The I"Zoning" m'cinagernent tool needs to be thrown out. It is not based
on the River's ORVs and it is not protective of the ORVs. If the revised
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River Plan still contains the zoning management element, it will not be SEP 3 2004

based on the ORVs and the plan will once again not be a protective plan. MR - S- 1]
YOSEMITE Nlé.TlDNAL PARK

The Merced River, and its ORVs, is a national treasure, not a gnd ona

plannmg use map for a city.

* The Merced River Plan should not be used (again) as a tool to allow
development plans.

* Determmatlon of user capacity must be built around specific deﬁned
conditions of each of the River's values as a baseline beyond which no
value can be allowed to be degraded, and must be protected and enhanced.
The River plan should show specifically for each river value how, where,
and by What means each value (ORV) will be protected and enhanced

* Iwant to know about the condltron of each River vaIue 50, as a
concerned member of the public, T can take an actrve roIe in momtormg
and protectrng this pubhc value. :

4) EQUITY CAMP]_NG "RESTORATION“ In 1997, the National Park Service
 closed the Rivers and other campgrounds, This removed 40% of the camping
in Yosemite Valley. At the same NPS, they began planmng a $441,000,000
constructlon/pavement/development project which came to be called the
Yosemite Valley Plan and included scores of new motel buildings for
Yosemite Valley. Meanwhile since 1997 more lodging has continued to be
built in the Yosemite gateway communities. With this increase in nearby :
lodgmg, there is no valid reason to build new upscale lodging units in
Yosermte Valley -- but that is what NPS intends, and at taxpayer _

expense -- in essence subsidizing the prlvate for-proﬁt monopoly

Yosermte concessron w1th our money : :

The NPS is now saying that is it gomg to "restore" the areas where it .
removed the campgrounds in 1997. W}nle it is not clear that thcrr plan
(which should not be on the table now and was not allowed to go forward
by the Court until a revised valid River Plan is ﬁmshed) will actually _

be the restoration they claim, as it is ina hrgh-use area they zong as. - -

o "Day Use" in the mvahd Rrver Plan.":

So 'EhiS clarmed "restoratlon" would be on the back of Yoserrute VaHey
* campers, while u unnecessary upscale resort hotels are build in Yosemite -
Valley. This former camping area is the main "restoratlon" (6% of the
~ $441,000.00 plan) part of the Yosemite VaIIey Plan. Almost all of the o
rest of the Yosemite Valley Plan (see the YVP) is for development
“construction, concession amenities, ernployec housing to house the -~
addrtmnal ernployees needed to support thrs addltzonal mfrastructure

1 Y
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and level of services (changing motel room sheets, ice cream parlors, SEP % $ 2004
etc). And the Valley Plan makes clear (although the NPS press releases mR - 5= (1l

and public materials give the opposite impression) that the $441,000,000  YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
plan will bring more miles of asphalt both in Yosemite Valley and in the

rest of Yosemite Park. Pretty sad. However, if the River plan is a truly

protective plan, this would not happen under it. This is the litmus test

of the revised River Plan that NPS wil] put out.

Camping in Yosemite Valley directly connects visitors with the natural
values for which Yosemite was saved. An upscale resort style hotel can
be built anywhere and is not an appropriate use of a national treasure.
Camping allows lower income and other families to enjoy Yosemite's
spectacular natural values on their own terms, It allows families to
bring in their own supplies, their food, their bicycles, their rafts,

their children's strollers, etc. They are not dependent on the
concessionaire.

The average family is being more and more shut out of Yosemite as
Yosemite becomes more and more of g resort/Disney style destination.
This is how not only the concessionaire, but also the NPS markets
Yosemite. This is not equitable, Camping is also an important
opportunity for social interaction in Yosemite which builds democracy,

Lodgihg 'skeparates people both physically from social interactions and
stratifies them economically. _

5) THE MARKETING OF YOSEMITE AND USER CAPACITY: While the National park
Service has eliminated any user capacity numbers for Yosemite, it
markets Yosemite as a part of quickie all-in-one-day tour packages -
actively enticing more people to tour and impact the Park's natural
values. The Park Service then claims that it has to accommodate these
 tourists with ever increasing amounts of and increasingly upscaled types
of accommodations, = P e T

Usually people on such tour packages spend a mere few houts in Yosemite,
while leaving dollars in the concessionaires pockets and a large Impact -

on Yosemite's resources. Rather than taking home a priceless in-depth
experience of Yosemite's natural values, they rush from spot to spot to
take quick photos, purchase souvenirs, and eat. Rather than Yosemite
leaving a lasting impact on them, their impact leaves a lasting

impression on Yosemite, - o

National Park Service press release: "Yosemite National Park Employees ':
Attend Travel Expo [in China] to Promote Tourism to National Parks"
httn://\wvw.vosemitevailev.org/fiTi\dL/Artic]es/ZOOiz 07 _01.html

wEy g
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Now that the Court has ordered NPS to adequately address user SEP 1 8 2004
capacities, how will this mesh with the concession and the nps marketing - é MR~ S~ 1
of Yosemite? The Yosemite Valley Plan says it will accommodate the YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

tourists as they come by building ever increasing outlying parking lots,
bus systems, and a 22 bay urban style bus depot in Yosemite Valley with
buses arriving in peak season every 1.4 minutes (see YVP -- ves, it's in
there).

Look at the Lower Yosemite Fal| project (if you can stand it). It

controls tourist pedestrian traffic through a maze of split rail fencing

and obtrusive stone walls. Do not dea] with impacts by putting up more
fences, instead the concessioner and the National Park Service should

stop marketing Yosemite as part of intenstve tour packages and stop
working to grow the numbers of tourists (dollars). Is this the kind of
Yosemite experience you want? Separated from nature? Directed around by
fencing? - . B

Most people stay on the trails. The occasional family group or group of
friends that ventures off a trail, does not degrade the values, but the

NPS degrades the values through their massive construction/destruction
projects. The El Portal Road widening, the unnatural grading throughout
the 56 acres braided alluvial braided stream ares from the ongoing Lower
Fall project with the overbuit bridges with 20" footings (inappropriate
according to the NPS hydrologist in the Freedom of Information Request
info we have) which will prevent natural processes (degrading the
hydrologic ORV), the overbuilt bys stop in one of the most scenic areas
in the world (degrading the scenic ORYV), the overbuilt bathroom edifice
built on top of archeologic sites (degrading thé'archeologic ORV), and a
monument to disrespect, and on andon. . R

6) VALLEY PLAN PROJECTS already have been planned by the NPS based on a
River Plan determined by the court to be invalid. Those projects include

a myriad of interrelated plans and projects in the Yosemite Valley Plan.

These pléns and projecfs and the Yoserﬁit_e Valléy Plan néed$ fo be
revisited and based on a valid/protective revised CMP/SEIS; e
F or Exémple: |

*_ Curry Einployée Dorms and Rockfall Danger: Construction for sleeping
quarters for these "lower leve]" employees is scheduled to begin soon. -
However,less than a year ago and a mere 300’ from this construction

area, a dangerous rockfall occurred in which roeks and boulders fell
through roofs and damaged 10 inhabited duplex cabins at Curry Village,

¥y g



in which at least one person was almost hit. (documented in an NPS
categorical exclusion for repairs) Perhaps the NPS planners and
administrators who signed off on this plan should sleep on the top floor

of these dorms? At minimum and certainly before any construction and any
more planning resources are put into this project, the Valley Wall above
this area needs to be thoroughly studied for rockfall potential. And the

27 planned dormitory buildings' area studied for potential bounce zone.

An NPS ofﬁ_ci_al told a FoYV representative at one of the scoping
meetings that nps was surprised by the ricochet effect that took place.

Doés NPS really intend to Jet employees' be potentially suiﬁdsed by
this ricochet effect when they are sleeping? ok

*- Before any more development is planned or construction commenced in
Yosemite Valley, a rockfall/bounce zone/ blow down map of at least the -
Eastern portion of Yosemite Valley needs to be completed and -
incorporated into the River Plan for the public to see. Perhaps the
construction of the amphitheater at Glacier Point with its attendant
dynamite blasting has loosened the Valley Wall in that area? Perhaps the
leach field and sewage leakage problems at the Glacier Point bathrooms
have loosened the Valley Wall in that area? A geologist proposed to the
National Park Service to put blue dye into the Glacier Point toilets to _
see where the sewage water wasg flowing, the NPS refused to let him do- _
that study. - : S

*- The Curry Employee Dorm area is also an important area which climbers.
use for bouldering, the "Root Canal" boulder is in that area. Yet NPS
will destroy that opportunity if the Employee Dorms are built there. -
That area was undisturbed unti] nps did a preér'npti've logging well before
any construction was scheduled to begin. The court injunction stopping
tree cutting was too late for many of the trees logged to make way for
the dorm construction. ST e s
~ *-The Yosemite Lodge Plan calls for new lodges in the River Corridor -
~and plans to bulldoze and cut a new road adjacent to the River, rather
than use the existing road which is away from the River. This project
would destroy River ORVs. For example, it is now an easily accessible
* opportunity to enjoy a quiet walk along the river enjoying grazing deer
and squawking Stellar's Jays, to contemplate the River's oxbow and =
meander and enjoy the water plants in the River's special backwater in -
that area as well as wonderful solemn views of Sentinel Peak. A road
with buses driving through it would destroy that area and that: AR

experience.
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*- The closures of the Upper and Lower Rivers and Group Campgrounds by SQEE';?%? ? 52 D,U% H
NPS in 1997 was never put out for public comment. This area was YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
subsequently "zoned" for "Day Use" in the invalid River Plan; thereby
eliminating 40% of the camping in Yosemite Valley. NPS now improperly
argues that it is already "zoned" for "Day Use".- As a part of the Draft
CMP/SEIS, the public should at last have the opportunity to consider and
comment on the use of this area in at least one alternative,

*- The Curry Village Redevelopment Plan calls for more upscale lodging
requiring more infrastructure and more employees (an additional 405
Park-wide). Who, in turn, require more infrastructure -- all this when
more and more lodging since 1997, and almost each year since, has
already been (and is being?) built in the gateway communities outside

the Park -- violating Park Management Policies. The Plan calls for
destroying undisturbed areas to replace a minute number of the 300
camping spaces closed by NPS in 1997, Instead of building new expensive
resort-style hotel lodging in the Park (more profits for the - _
concessionaire), relocate the 40% of Yosemite Valley campgrounds closed
by NPS in 1997, into those "lodging" areas.- changing them into camping
areas. (Protective of the ORVs of the Merced and beneficial to public
values and our right to experience the natural values of the River.)

* The El Portal Area Wild and Scenic River Corridor is more important
biologically than understood years ago. In addition, some River values
still remain in EI Portal which have been degraded or- lost elsewhere
along the River. . o : : ' '-

* The El Portal Road Segment from Pohono Bridge to the 120/ 140 Highway
split, (known also as, "Segment D"),- saved from being destructively - -
widened in 1999 by the Court. The River Plan must protect this area's . .
ORVs. The only way to do that is to NOT WIDEN THE ROAD. The geologic and
 scientific ORV in which the "U" shaped Yosemite Valley turns into the. .~
"V" shaped Yosemite Gorge is the area with the granite wall which forms
this ORV. If the road were to be widened, either that ORV would be
degraded or destroyed, or the road would encroach into the Merced River,
and also destroy rare old Canyon Live Qaks growing along the River side . -
of the Road. Either way, widening the road would not be protective, and
in fact would be destructive. - - U o B
.~ * The Merced River Plan should not be used again as a tool to allow
development plans. . SR e
7) AMEND CONCESSION SERVICES PLAN: The Concession Services Plan (CSP) =~ |
was put into place 5 years after the Merced was designated a Wild and - g
Scenic River. However, at that time, 1992, there was no valid legally
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mandated Comprehensive Plan for the Merced River. Therefore, the SEP 1 3 2004
Concession Service Plan, along with the General Management Plan which it ‘ rﬂ??;_ 5.' . '
amended, needs to be changed to specifically ensure protection and YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

enhancement of the ORVs of the Merced River,

In addition, the CSP will be up for renewal and change in 2007. The
River Plan is a 20 year plan. NPS should not lock in the current
concession plan with its myriad of concession opportunities and
amenities in this River Plan. That would be an unbelievably huge
mistake. However, that is precisely what the zoning in the illegal plan
does. This needs to be changed.

For Example:

* The number of hotel units and concession eating areas may need to be
reduced.

* The Merced High Sierra Camp, which is in designated wilderness, may
need to be replaced with a lower impact campground due to various
impacts such as the ongoing serious bacterial water contamination in the
Merced River (see nps document) from horse and stock feces.

* The concessionaire rafting (as opposed to families/individuals o
bringing their own raft) may need to be discontinued due to the high -
impact of multiple rafts entering the river at the samé point and the
impact of concession diesel trucks picking up the rafts in places that -
would otherwise be a quiet experience, such as Sentinel Beach.

8) A FULL RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES must be presented to the public which
REVISE the River Plan IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE ORDER FROM THE COURT to
PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE MERCED RIVER'S OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKARLE

has the op'pprtunity to consider various valid options.

We ask that these all be viable protective alternatives so _the public’ o

9) ALL SCOPING COMMENTS SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC by OCT 10,
Put out 2 CD containing all the public scoping comments as written (not

excerpts) so the public can know what others are concerned about and

what ideas people put forward. We want this to be a public dialogue not
a one-way street. L

i

10) ACCOUNTABILITY -- OR LACK THEREOF: So where is the accountability
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for the numerous plans deemed illegal in the courts? Where is the YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
accountability for the excessive use of resources for all the over
planning and over constructing that has been done and is being planned
to be done in Yosemite? Where is the accountablity for the close to
$100,000,000 spent by NPS since 1997 (or what is the figure?, the public
would like to know how much and exactly where it was spent?) The next
time NPS builds yet another building in Yosemite, it could be built by
using those truck loads of trees logged by NPS in Yosemite and by and
stacking the tons of planning documents generated since 1997 for the
walls and structure, we would not even want to try to list those
documents.

What is the purpose of having NPS officials sign off on the Record of
Decisions of 'plan_njng documents? We assumed it was an attempt to hold
‘someone accountable. But we have seen no one held accountable. The more

illegal and overbuild/overblown plans and projects, the higher in rank
people seem to rise. S _

Itis a concern that the same head of planning for the River Plan that
was not protective and was declared illegal in the court, is now the

head of the planning for the revised plan. A fresh look at the planning
process and the management tools is needed to create & protective plan
with _'r'nanagemer_lt tools that are not made to implement Yosemite Valley
Plan projects, but are made to focus on Merced River ORYVs and their
protection. Will that happen? SRR S

B. General Categories of the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the
Merced River in Yosemite -- 81 miles including the Main Stem which runs
from the high Sierra though Yosemite Valley, down the Merced River -
Gorge, and through the El Portal Administrative District; and the South
Fork which nuns from the high Sierra in Yosemite, and out through
CWawona: - - o T

The ORVs:- biologic, scenic, geologic, scientific, cultural/archeologic, - _
recreation, hydrologic processes. The National Park Service has stated = -
that by being more general in their descriptions of the ORVs they can.
better protect the ORVs. On the contrary, in the River Plan, NPS needs.

to be transparent and specific in their description and discussion of -~

the ORVs, their locations, interactions with other animals; plants, -
processes, etc. The public should understand the specifics of the ORVs

in order to be able to help watch and follow and participate in working
towards and monitoring their protection and enhancement (Except of

course archeologic sites. Although, it is the NPS itself thatis . .

creating vast amounts of disturbance and degradation of archeologic

sites through their construction projects). The current data and surveys

why o
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of ORVs should be a part of the River Plan, and as data s collected, it % mi-5-71]
should be put up on the NPS web site. The public that loves Yosemite and YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
appreciates the Park's special values, can be the eyes and ears that are
most helpful in the Park's and OR V' monitoring and protection. The many
knowledgeable members of the public will watch and make known if an ORV
is not being protected. Wouldn't the NPS want this help? -

WG s
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To: <yose_planning@nps.gov>

Subject: SCOPING COMMENTS ON MERCED RIVER PLAN REVISION

Yosemite Superintendent,

Is it true that Yosemite National Park was instituted in order to save the natural beauty of a special area
for the people for posterity?

If s0, how can we allow the area to be deve!oped as a resort for the privileged?

| am opposed to advertising the park as an upscale bus destination.

The natural setting should be preserved for the enjoyment of all classes, not for the idle use of the
privileged and the profit of the concessionaire,

A large bus bay is unacceptable.

[ agree with the following statements:

The revised River Plan should have an -

alternative that restores these 40% of campmg spots removed, but not in
new areas. Moving i Impacts into new areas is not protecting ORVs or the
ecosystem. Perhaps it is some of the Lodge buildings that should be
removed Campmg could be con51dered to be put there for example

So thlS clalrned "restoratlon" would be on the back of Yoserrute Valley
campers, while unnecessary upseale resort hotels are build in Yosemite
Valley. This former camping area is the main "restoratlon" (6% of the
$441,000.00 plan) part of the Yosemite Valley Plan Almost all of the
rest of the Yosemite Valley Plan (see the YVP) is for development,
construction, concession amenities, employee housing to house the
additional ernployees needed to support this additional infrastructure-
and level of services (changing motel room sheets, ice cream parlors,
etc). And the Valley Plan makes clear (although the NPS press releases -
and public materials give the opposite impression) that the $441,000, OOO
plan will bring more miles of asphalt both in Yosemite Valley and in the
rest of Yosemite Park. Pretty sad. However, if the River plan is a truly
protective plan, this would not happen under it. This is the htmus test
of the revised R.IVCI’ Plan that NPS will put out. -

Campmg in Yosermte Valley d1rectly connects v151tors W1th the natural ]
values for which Yosermte was saved An upscale resort style hotel can
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be built anywhere and is not an appropriate use of a national treasure. YQSEmﬁ‘g 7N ATE(SsN AL/F;’P?RK
Camping allows lower income and other families to enjoy Yosemite's
spectacular natural values on their own terms. Tt allows families to
bring in their own supplies, their food, their bicycles, their rafts,
their children's strollers, etc. They are not dependent on the

concessionaire.

~ The average family is being more and more shut out of Yosemite as
Yosemite becomes more and more of a resort/Disney style destination.
This is how not only the concessionaire, but also the NPS markets
Yosemite. This is not equitable. Camping is also an important
opportunity for social interaction in Yosemite which builds democracy.
Lodging separates people both physically from social interactions and
stratifies them economically. '

5) THE MARKETING OF YOSEMITE AND USER CAPACITY" While the National
park | | o

Service has eliminated any user capacity numbers for Yosemite, it

markets Yosemite as a part of quickie all-in-one-day tour packages --

actively enticing more people to tour and impact the Park's natural

values. The Park Service then claims that it has to accommodate these

tourists with ever increasing amounts of and increasingly upscaled types

of accommodations. LR

Usually people on such tour packages spend a mere few hours in Yosemite,
while leaving dollars in the concessionaires pockets and a large impact

on Yosemite's resources. Rather than taking home a priceless in-depth
experience of Yosemite's natural values, they rush from spot to spot to
take quick photos, purchase souvenirs, and eat. Rather than Yosemite
leaving a lasting impact on them, their impact leaves a lasting -
impression on Yosemite. = SR FRNERTE

National Park Service press release: "Yosemite National Park Employees
Attend Travel Expo [in China] to Promote Tourism to National Parks"
http://www.yosemitevalley.org/HTML/Articles/2002” 07 01 html :

Now that the Court has ordered NPS to adequately address user - _
capacities, how will this mesh with the concession and the nps marketing
of Yosemite? The Yosemite Valley Plan says it will accommodate the
tourists as they come by building ever increasing outlying parking lots,
bus systems, and a 22 bay urban style bus depot in Yosemite Valley with
buses arriving in peak season every 1.4 minutes (see YVP -- yes, it's in
there).. ' S ' '
Sincerely,

wdy g
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To: yose_planning@nps.gov
ce;
Subject: Revised Merced River Plan

Please consider the following in revising the NPS plan for the El Portal
portion of the Merced River:

Scenic and recreational values cannot be replaced! The river deserves all
the protection it can be given within the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Part
of the experience of driving from the lowlands, through the foothills,
into the mountains and into Yosemite National Park is the transition of
the scenery. El Portal is the most used, all year route into the valley.
The canyon affords the experience of the narrow, water-carved river canyon,
. opening at El Portal with a vista and first look at a granite wall. The
water tumbling over the rocks, the many places to stop and look, take a
swim, are very special to both the park visitor and the local resident.
The section from park line to Foresta Bridge is used for boating and.
fishing from early Spring, and swimming all Summer long. The private land
just outside the park had been developed to "over-capacity" and there is
no stopping the landowner or Mariposa County from continuing. Only with
the vision of the NPS can the remainder of the local river corridor be
protected. It would be against all NPS standards to violate the canyon
further with development of housing and commercial use within the
allowable boundary. I encourage the protection of the river corridor to
be to the full extent possible with the boundary as wide as possible.

The impact on the Park of the increase in visitors. over the past 10 years
is dramatic. The addition of over 800 rooms in El Portal, and the. _
resultant traffic puts a lot of stress on the natural environs of the area.

Part of any plan for El Portal should include transportation for the
residents and visitors that is cheap (free), regular and easy to access.
There is no need to wait to implement this. It could be done right away,
and the County should be asked to participate. There should be limits on
how many cars are in the valley on given {especially busy) days and = -
manditory bus use when the valley is full. The trailer wvillage area of El
Portal should be a parking area for park visitors. It did not flood in the
flood of 97 and could be used all year, with easy transportation to Badger
Pass. This information could be sent out to park visitors who ingquire on
line or by phone about travel to Yosemite. Park employees, many of whom
have been here for a long time and live in El Portal are impacted by the
traffic to and from work. Many drive from Midpines and Mariposa and would
welcome the cheice to ride from ElL Portal if the transportation were
reliable and convenient., - '

The oppbftunity to review the protection of the Merced River in El Portalg
is the opportunity to make it better! oo .
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To: yose_planning@nps.gov
ce:
Subject: Fwd: Yosemte Vailey Campers Coalition scoping comments for the
New Merced River Plan

Note: forwarded message attached, _
-~ Message from > on Fri, 10 Sep
2004 10:22:23 -0700 (PDT) weme-

To: www.yose _planning@nps.gov
Subject Yosemte Valley Campers Coalition scoping comments for the New Merced River
: Plan '
Dear NPS Staff; '
Attached please find the scoping comments for the New Merced River Plan .
Please reply to confirm recetpt of this transmission.
Sincerely,

Yosemite Valley Campers Coalition YVCC comments to the NPS 09-10-0¢

3
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YOSEMITE VALLEY CAMPERS COALITION

09-10-04

COMMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE NEW AND IMPROVED MERCED RIVER PLAN(MRP)

The 9" Circuit Appeals Court ruled that the MRP was invalid. Specific problem areas requiring more
attention were 1) user capacity, and 2) boundaries at El Portal, Though the Court remanded the Plan
back to the District Court to remedy the deficiencies, they made it clear that “they did not otherwise
uphold the CMP.” Thus, a “revision” is a gross misrepresentation of reality by the NPS in an attempt to
continue its commercialization of Yosernite Valley at the expense of historical and traditional
campground areas in the valley and camping sites in the Valley.

The new and improved MRP must truly put not only the protection of the river corridor FIRST, but
also protection of the natural resources Valley-wide. And we Campers do just that, And, please do not
use the actions of a few bad/inexperienced campers and/or lack of NPS supervision to negate the
proper stewardship of Yosemite Valley’s resources. We have come along way, NPS and Campers,
from the 1960’s; that “out of control” time in history is behind us and Campers should not be shackled
with that history nor pay an extra price for that time. :

Any adverse impacts that campers may have on the Merced River are restored in the nine (9) non-
camping months. The fact that campers are self-contained, in and of themselves, greatly eliminates all .
of the following activities that result in resource destruction:
* Clear cutting to make way for hard-sided lodging
e Clear cutting to widen and create new roads
e Blacktopping widened and new roads and parking lots
» More vendors in and out of the Valley to provide goods and services to support upscale hard sided
_ Iodging, restaurants and to maintain facilities S - :
s More employees in and out of the Valley to provide goods and services to support facilities, their
. guests o -
» More housing and support facilities for employees
* More parking for employees - - o o
¢ Rafling cbncéssions,' which point load the river banks (campers bring their own, are dispersed, and

are irregularusers -~ -

Other critical camping issues include, but are not limited to: -~~~ o
» Re-open ALL campgrounds closed after the *97 Flood, restore the original historical campsites,
including “Group Campground” on Tenaya Creck as it will disperse impacts on the
environment while preventing the “compression” of campers :
e Curtail all specific amenities for RV’s; implement length limitation to 23 feet _
 Make and maintain campsites and adjoining facilities such as hose bibs, drinking fountains,
- restrooms ADA compliant B AR o
* River Floating: From the standpoint of visitor experience, reference is made to the NPS 1980~ -
General Management Plan (GMP) paragraphs (s) on Page 22 defining the visitor experiénce,
"Park EXperienCe--Enjoyi’ng the special attributes of Yosemite. The human need for physical
* and mental activities congruent with the park's primary purpose--activities that can be )


JNersesian
Rectangle

JNersesian
Rectangle


: : . . L . RECEIVED
appropriately enjoyed at Yosemite; programs for doing, thinking, dreaming, and being in
relationship to Yosemite's resources.” SEP 1 & 2004

S Mffl - -08

"Provide only for those types and levels of programs and activities that enhancéQSSIGE NATIGNAL PARK
understanding and enjoyment of park resources...The visitor experience will consist of
opportunities for educational and park-related recreational pursuits such as walking and hiking,
backpacking, and Merced River floating." K

Both of these paragraphs remind tens of thousands of campers of what we feel at Yosemite,
However, the NPS has allowed the concessionaire to co-opt those activities and commercialize/
mass produce them for profit. By commercializing and mass-producing (as in rentals), the NPS
has destroyed the very qualities (thinking, dreaming, and being in relationship to Yosemite's
resources) that made them special in the first place. By Campers bringing our own tube or raft
and floating down the Merced, we are enjoying one of the lowest impact ways to experience
Yosemite Valley in Summer. Often, we enjoy this activity as one floater in one floatation
device versus the concession multiple use rafter that cycles in mass both in and out of the
riverbanks. The NPS just looks the other way at the daily mass concession floating events that
have caused the problems. Our stand, let people bring their own equipment; they will self-select
their participation based on whether they want to go through the hassle. There is no need for a
rental facility, a place for hundreds of rentals to enter the river--all at the same location, a pick
up location with a big diesel bus and box truck, etc. -

.Thé greatest enjoyable, tranquil, breathtaking, scenic view of the Valley is absorbed while
floating down the Merced River, no question about it! ' '

Other critical issues: -
» All Park bathrooms ADA compliant - S S :
* Provide a detailed accounting of pi;blic funds (specific income sources (including the “Gate
- Surcharge,” and expenditure cost centers (including where the Gate Surcharges have been
sp_e_'n_t) to justify and ensure proper oversight of tax revenues - s

» Eliminate diesel buses, equipment, trash trucks, and maintenance'\_/'ehicles in the Valley.
» Upgrade and maintain facilities for campers such as more water hose bibs in campgrounds with
. waste water drains to sanitary sewer, cold water showers at restrooms with waste water drains
‘to sanitary sewer, scrub and sanitize the restroom floors, concrete pave around the restrooms
for trip/risk reduction as well as ADA compliance, hooks and shelves in the restrooms in a user
~ friendly manner, etc. I e T
» Bridges and Campsites qualify for and need to become National Historical Register Landmarks |

» Concession profits need to be secondary to resource protection SRR S
* Historically and currently, Campers are disenfranchised and ignored. Direct notification for any
- planning events, dating back to the 1980 GMP (General Management Plan), although practical
and feasible, have never been done - R | =
* Re-visit the entire issue of Land Use Zoning in light of the ORV’s, Carrying Capacity, and Land Use
" Management in the context of Yosemite Valley - LR T
* Scoping locations have been narrowly selected; they should have included: San Diego, Orange
_ - County, Los Angeles; San Juaquin Valley, Sacramento, and other areas = 7
o “In 1993, Delaware North landed a 15 - year contract to manage Jfood and lodging at America’s
* oldest national park. The government and Delaware North negotiated a deal that gives the
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concessionaire a little more freedom in the park in exchange for a higher peréeﬂi‘agfe Of s

k! i A e
revenue being returned to the park. Under the new contract as much as 20 percent of revenue T TARE
- Delaware North derives will 80 1o the government. However, much of that money will be

Junneled divectly back to the park to improve facilities. “We see this as a win-win situation, ”

Jacobs says. “Itis an opportunity for us to ‘exploit’ the natural assets of the park in a way

that actually complements the park, instead of harming it.” ( “Jeremy M. Jacobs: Delaware

North's Intrepid Captain Loves “The Thrill of the Deal’”, by Paul King, Nation's Restaurant

News, January 27, 1997, )

® “Yosemite should be a nature center, not a profit center.” (EnVironmgntal icon, David Brower)

At the Subcommittee Hearing held in the Park on April 20, 2003, Paul Minault of The Access Fund,
provided an excellent analysis on the valye of camping as a resource-focused activity:
National Park Service management policy is to “encourage visitor activities that foster an
Understanding of, and appreciation for, park resources and values, or will promote enjoyment

through a direct association with, interaction with,_or relation to park resources. ”
Manogement . '

Policy 2001 8.2 Viéiz"or Use (e emphasi& 'a'dded).. In our comment& fo the Valley Plan, we listed

°First, we pointed out that camping is afqrm of recreation, unlike lodging in developed
accommodations, which is a form of leisure. : _ o o
° Second, camping promotes a closer relationship to park resources than any other Jorm of
overnight accommodation, _ R o T
°Third, camping distances the visitor Jrom the commercial values of comfort and convenience
and the expression of social status through consumption that pervade American society.
Camping brings the visitor closer 1o nature, the simple necessities of daily life, and the way
People lived in the past, S T P R
°Fourth, camping is democratic. In campgrounds, social distinctions account for little, and
camping has the potential to bring people together in shared appreciation of their natural
surroundings in a manner that reduces social barriers. Unfortunately, the lodging picture in
Yosemite preserves the social distinctions of the greater society, rather than leveling them,
_ Which we believe should be a goal of theparks. = S
°Fifth, camping is inherently communal Campers have an enhanced opportunity o associate
- with other peaple, develop new relationships, and broaden their social horizoms. . :
Unfortunately, the Valley Plan largely ignored these values, With the result that camping
suffered the loss of 300 campsites in the Valley. Instead, the park now emphasizes exclusive
and expensive lodging over traditional camping accommodations that are more in line with
. NP§ management policies.. SUREERETEES . AU I

We fe_:éi' the ri_idst critical issue at this juncture is to dpen scoping to reflect the 9 Circuit Court
of Appeals interpretation and then bring in all the stakeholders into the planning, decision-

making, implementing, and ongoing monitoring of the NEW and IMPROVED Merced River
Plan. Yosemite Valley Campers Coalition awaits an invitation. - o :

7
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To:yosq_MannMg@@np&gov
CcC: 4
Subject: Rethinking new construction-MERCED RIVER PLAN REVISION

Regarding MERCED RIVER PLAN REVISION, Please consider reducing the need for
new construction in Yosemite Valley. It is not necessary to build up the
valley with more services and conecessions. By avoiding this build up, the need
for

new buildings in Yosemite is no longer there, This is one of America's most
precious national parks and new concrete and asphalt being placed in the
ground _

is not contributing to anyone's experience of the natural beauty found here.
The valley is already overcrowded in the Summer months. If anything, please
take steps to reduce crowding, not promote it, Refer to Zion or Joshua Tree
for :

good examples.

Thanks,

Wy o
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To: <yose_planning@nps.gov>
ce:
Subject: SCOPING COMMENTS ON MERCED RIVER PLAN REVISION - and
general planning comments

Dear Yosemite National Park Superintendent:

To follow are my ideas and concerns regarding the Merced River Plan Revision and the Park's planning
process. ‘ ' '

} éppreciate the extension of the comment period. Ho'weVer, in the future,' please provide more advanced
notice regarding requests for public input and public meeting notices. | did not receive the original notice,
dated August 5, until August 9. The public meetings were one week later, - -

' Your letter requested cdrnments regarding alternative app'_roa"che_s for'accomp[ishing project goals and

comments regarding information that needs to be considered when making decisions, among other
suggestions. To that end, | strongly suggest that you present comments and scientific analysis prepared
by Natural Resource division staff in ali public documents. it is my knowledge that such comments are
maintained in a database. | understand that | could pursue a Freedom of Information Act request, but it
would be appreciated if you would make these comments available to the public without creating the
additional administrative burden of this type of request. The ecologists and natural resource experts in
the department have the best knowledge and understanding regarding the vuinerability of habitats and
other values of the Merced River watershed. By reading the range of staff input regarding the Merced
River Plan, those who have a concern about the ecological values and environmental integrity of the
park can make informed comments based on first-hand information and not second-hand interpretations
in planning and environmental review documents. L SN R N o

In terms of a point by point analysis of the Merced River Plan, | am not making specific comments, but
for the recor_d,_l am in agreement with the point of view of the group Frien_ds_ of _Yc_as'emiie VaH_ey._

Generally, | would like to see a Merced River Plan (and all Yosemite planning docurnents) that focuses
on preserving/restoring ecological values to the park and promotes/inspires minimal impact use of the
Park. To me, this means that demolition/construction projects = especially ones that REQUIRE the . -
CLEAR CUTTING OF TREES - be avoided at all times. This project type serves to benefit only the
commercial aspects of the park - with no benefit to the environment whatsoever. |n fact, these types of
projects offer most users no added connection to the natural environment and gives our national treasure
a plastic féel. Lo R s : S ' e

t was horrified to see the trees cut next to the Yosemite Lodge and at the front of the Upper Pines .
campground. These projects seems senseless to me, especially when other projects can be implemented
that enhance the environment, rather than destroy it. For example, in the flood plain, restoration of the
permanently lost campgrounds there has progressed at a snail's pace. The area has looked like a waste
land. Why has the park service not focused on restoring this area to its most natural condition, espécially
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given that thisis g great opportunity to have a development-free area that shows off beautiful riparian . :

and meadow habitats that attract a diversity of birgs and other wildlife? Numerous schog] groups and
other volunteer organizations would likely jump at the chance to WorK on the area, if given the proper
resources and prioritization by the Park Service, assuming these are the barrier .

Finally, Yosemite Valley is a watershed. The Merced River is the core of that watershed and ig affected
by the numerous projects and impacts from EVERY tributary (including Yosemite Fails/Yoser_nite Creek)

Sincerely,

San Francisco, Ca
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To: yose_planning@nps.gov
ce;

Subject:' respect for yosemite

There are plenty of theme parks but only 1 Yosemite, do not try to make it another theme park,
Respect the park. The only thing to do is reopen the camp grounds that were closed after the
flood in 1997.

DoyouYahool? S
Shop for Back-to-School deals on Yahoo! Shopping.

LS Y
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Te:yose_pmnnmgggnpsgov
ce:
Subject; comments

Hello =~
Thank you for the opportunity to comment...

I walk the river in El Portal almost everyday. In the winter I see Great
Blue Herons everywhere along the river. In late summer there are the
hundreds of multi-color dragonflies. There are coyote and bear that come to
enijoy. : '

In the stretch of river by the trailer park and through Abbeyville (by my
house), there are thousands of caddis flies that start their life.
Stoneflies leave their shells on the rocks. The pools there are special
places for native fich like the rainbow trout and Sacramento sucker, as well
as stocked fish.

I hope my comments help. I was not sure of what to say. I trust that you
will try your best to tepresent this special area.

Thanks you for all you do,

El Portal, ca

Is your PC infected? Get = FREE online computer virus scan from McAfee®
Security. http://clinic.mcafee.com/clinic/ibuy/campaign.asp?cid=3963
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To: <Ypse_planning@nps.gov>

Subject: Kevised Merced River Plan

Thank you for encouraging input for Merced River Plan revision .. . but I would ask that you consider changing
your process of planning altogether. I know that this input is federally mandated by NEPA, so you are in
compliance with the law, but the spirit of this law is that federal agencies work together with affected public to
bring about results that all can live with, not Just token input.

That is why I ask that you set aside the current Merced River Plan and the Yosemite Valley Plan, and form a
planning team that would be comprised of representatives from all interested parties. This team would be charged
with not only developing a plan that all can live with, but monitoring the outcome and revising as necessary. That
way the Park Service would not constantly be in conflict with its public, and not be soley responsible for the
outcome. Adter all, the Parks do belong to the public, and the Park Service ideally should be caretakers, not
decision-makers. _ ' _

This idea may seem a little radical, but it is not new, and has been done quite successfully in other countries. I
know that I am addressing only the Planning Department of Yosemite, and that you may nof have the authority to
make this happen, but you are in a position to pursue it. I am also forwarding a copy of my request to higher
authorities, in hopes that the historical adversarial relationship between the public and the Park Service can be
changed to a peaceful partnership that will secure the future of Yosemite and all the National Parks,

Oakhurst

ce: Supt. M. Tollefson, Dir. G. Norton, Rep. G. Radanovich, Sen. D, Fei_ﬁstein

Kb
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To: yose_planning@nps.gov
o .-
Subject: Re: scoping for Merced River

We have a family reunion every summer in sites along the river in Lower Pines campground, The
grandchildren, nieces, and nephews range in age from 1 to 12. They spend a huge percentage of
their time playing along the river. We have heard (only rumor, we hope!) that all camping might
be moved AWAY from the river, that Lower Pines would be closed. In case that is true, our
family would like to register our voice in favor of RETAINING the Lower Pines sites as they now
exist!! ‘We already lost half of that campground when officials chose not to replace the sites that
were damaged in the flood, and the remaining sites are very precious to us. Being on the river is
an infegral part of our camping experiencel We would encourage those in power to regulate the
river FOR the use of the public and not FROM the public. :

¥y s
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To: <yose_planning@nps.gov>
cc:
- Subject: Merced River Plan SEIS Comments

More wild river; less development.

An alternative to keep it wild. Not a perfunctory alternative...a real
alternative, with ful) and rigorous analysis. Be creative,

Less asphalt in Yosemite, Everywhere.
And leave the trees alone. Fire is not our enemy.

From a grandmother,

Live Oak, California

w¥g g
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To: <Yose__P!anning@nps.gov>
oe;
Subject: Comments for the YOSE Scoping process...

<rxml:namespace prefix = v ng = "um:schemas-microsoft-com:ym]"
/>< ?xn'ﬂ:namespace prefix = o ng = "yrn: schemas~m1'crosoft—com:ofﬁce:ofﬁce" />

September 10, 2004 _
On behalf of the 300,000 members of the National Parks Conservation Association we offer this
response to your scoping process for Yosemite National Park,

In reviewing the Visitor Experience and Resource Protect'ion (VERP) Framewbrk we raise the following
issues: _ oo T

options for management action, which will directly affect how the visitor is to react in that area. ISSUE:
How do you plan to re-educate the visitor about the closures and other management action

number of mentions of 3 quota system, closures, signage; removal of roadside turnouts, fencing, .

‘interpretive signs and law enforcement action. ISSUE: There is no mention of alternative = -

transportation. NPCA is committed to working with the Park Service and Iot:"a__l'__qqrr_imun'itiés :

to ensure that visitors are offered options in how they access the park, oo L

Overall the National Parks Conservation Association supports the work the National Park Service is doing
on the Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) Framework as part of the Merced Wild and -
Scenic River Comprehensive Management Pian and Final Environmental Impact Statement (Merced River
Pian). We believe this plan is a major step forward in protecting both the Merced River and the Valley.
We also understand there are challenges and trade-offs that fie ahead in implementing the Yosemite
Valley Pian. However, we are convinced that the plan will provide a quality experience for future visitors
while protecting the natural and cultural resources -- the hydrology of the Merced River, the geology of
the Valley's formations, the ecology of the region, the archeology and all that is unique to Yosemite, -
Sincerely, d



Central Valley Field Representative
National Parks Conservation Association

The Nationai rarks Conse
1s America's only private, non-profit advocacy
organization dedicated solely to protecting,
preserving and enhancing the National Park
System. NPCA was founded in 1919 and has
more than 300,000 members,
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